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Fulcher of Chartres, in his Historia IDerosolymitana;,, gives a very brief account of Urban's exhortation.6 But he prefaces it by a summary of the pope's speech relative to the evil conditions in the West.7 This was an address to the clergy who were at the Council. At its close the Truce of God was proclaimed and all who were present promised to observe it. Then Urban began his exhortation. This is the portion of Fulcher's account which must be compared with the versions given by the others. It is accepted as the most trustworthy of all by Hagenmeyer8 and R6hricht.9 They state that Fulcher was present at the Council.'0 Hagenmeyer thinks that his account was written down within a short time, surely not later than about i ioo.11 The date usually given for the completion of the first part of his history is 1105.12 Robert the Monk, in his Historia Iherosolymitana, gives a somewhat longer account. He states in his preface that he was commissioned to write the history because he was at Clermont."3 It is not possible to determine the time when he wrote; certainly it was not before  probably it was a few years later.'5 He does not have the first speech of Urban to the clergy, but he does give a summary of the pope's second speech to the clergy, ' informants were persons who had heard the speech.1 There seems to be no more reason for doubting this than any other uncorroborated statement, and his version ought certainly to be considered. The other reports of the speech are obviously copied2 or fictitious. To the latter class belongs the speech in William of Tyre,3 which has so often been regarded as the most correct version. It has no independent value.4
The reconstruction of the exhortation must be based upon the versions of Robert and Baldric, who say that they were at Clermont; of Fulcher and Guibert, who may have been present; and of William of Malmesbury, who says that his information was derived from persons who were present. All, except Fulcher, state that they do not reproduce the exact words of the pope.5 All that can be attempted, therefore, is a reconstruction of the outline of the exhortation.
This reconstruction is somewhat difficult inasmuch as the three separate speeches6 of the pope have been confused to some extent in the different versions. The task of reconstruction seems to be further complicated by the existence of points of resemblance between some versions of the speech and passages in the famous letter of the Emperor Alexius to Count Robert of Flanders.7 The genuineness and date of the letter have long been subjects of controversy.8 To quote only a few of the more important opinions: Riant thought the letter was based in part upon sermons of Urban II. and was the work of a forger in Io98-Io99.9
Chalandon believes the letter was forged in io98-io99, but was based in part upon a genuine letter of io88 Io89.10 Hagenmeyer dates it io88; 1 R. S., I1. 393, " quem, sicut ab auditoribus accepi, placuit posteris transmittere integro verborum sensu custodito. G. Paris, about io9o; Vasiljevski, about iogi.' Chalandon says: " On ne peut savoir si ce sont les sermons d'Urbain qui ont servi de source 'a l'epistola ou si, au contraire, ce ne sont pas les redacteurs de ces pretendus sermons qui ont utilise cette derniere."2 There is too great a resemblance between portions of the letter and passages in some of the versions for both to be original; e. g., the account of the cruelties and the pollution of the holy places in Robert and in the letter. It is to be noted, however, that if the letter was a source, no one in his version used it for more than a few points,3 and in each case other accounts of the speech mention these same points in a manner that shows no influence of the letter. Consequently it seems almost certain that these subjects were mentioned by the pope, and hence the letter need not be considered in the analysis. It is not necessary, either, to discuss the question whether Urban was influenced by the letter or whether, on the other hand, the letter was based upon Urban's speech.4 It seems probable that the letter, whichever date is taken for its composition, was in existence before any of the versions which have parallel passages; and that the writers of these used it. Believing that Urban discussed a subject, it would be the most natural thing for Robert or Baldric or William to borrow from any source at hand either a pertinent account or a phrase which struck his fancy. This was such a common practice in the middle ages that it would have been remarkable if they had not done it. The letter, therefore, probably influenced the mode of expression in some versions, but not the general outline.
In order to ascertain what Pope Urban actually said it is now necessary to analyze each version of the speech, and to ascertain the separate facts given in each. It is to be expected a priori that the ideas will be expressed in different words and that each writer will dwell upon the portions of greatest interest to him, passing lightly over other portions. After such an analysis, it will be possible to select the facts which seem to be well vouched for and thus to determine the main outline of the pope's remarks. Accordingly the separate facts will now be taken up; those given in Fulcher's version will be used first; and in each case it will be noted when the same fact is cited by any of the others. Then the other speeches will be analyzed in the same manner, and in the following order: Robert, Baldric, Guibert, William of Malmesbury.
Necessity This is God's work. Mentioned explicitly by Flucher"; it is, in fact, the underlying thought in all the versions. Robert expresses this idea in his preface, " Hoc enim non fuit humanum opus, sed divinum." In his account of Urban's second speech to the clergy, the pope refers their unanimity to God's direct agency.12 Other heads of the speech, to be noted later, bring out this idea,forcibly.'2 Rich and poor alike ought to go. Mentioned by Fulcher,'4 but not explicitly by the others. It seems probable that Urban aroused even greater enthusiasm than he desired. In his second address to the clergy'5 he stated that he did not desire old men, or those unfitted for war, or women without guardians. Clerks were not to go without the permission of their bishop, nor laymen without the blessing of their priest. These same limitations are brought out later in the letter of Urban to the inhabitants of Bologna.'6 But the pope's eloquence had been too persuasive, the project was too 1" Multas occidendo vel captivando," p. 324A. 2 P. 727D to p. 728B. This may, however, be borrowed from the letter of Alexius.
3 P. In addition to the subjects already mentioned there is a subtle appeal to the-ascetic spirit of the times, in the versions by Baldric, Guibert, and William; and an exhortation to follow the example of the Old Testament heroes, in the versions by Baldric and Guibert. It is probable that both subjects were referred to by Urban, but the vague and divergent references may be merely the work of the reporters. The references are of too slight weight to be used here.
I2A-B. Note especially, " Siqui adhuc ibi latitant
Urban may have mentioned all these subjects, as well as some which have not been reported. Undoubtedly, his exhortation was much longer than any of the brief reports which have been preserved. But, judging from the material in existence, the following conclusions seem justified.
In addition to the points about which there can be no reasonable doubt, rich and poor may have been urged to go. If this was not expressly mentioned, it seems to have been taken for granted by the auditors. The evil conditions at home were probably dwelt upon. The only doubt in this case arises from a possible confusion of the first and second speeches in the various reports. Some mention of this subject would, however, naturally accompany the exhortation to fight just wars in place of unjust. The sufferings of the pilgrims were probably mentioned. There may have been some reference to Spain, as this might have been suggested by the conquests of the Turks. The valor of the Franks may have been praised by the pope. It is a matter of doubt whether Urban used any but commonplace expressions of contempt in describing the Turks or in regard to the easiness of the task. He probably did not refer to the time of departure, to the need of contending against Antichrist," or to the wearing of the cross.
The outline of the pope's speech, therefore, seems to have been as follows2: [Praise of the valor of the Franks] ; necessity of aiding the brethren in the East; appeals for aid from the East; victorious advance of the Turks; [reference to Spain]; sufferings of the Christians in the East; (sufferings of the pilgrims) ; desecration of the churches and holy places; [expressions of contempt concerning the Turks]; special sanctity of Jerusalem; this is God's work; (rich and poor to go); grant of plenary indulgence; fight righteous wars instead of iniquitous combats; (evil conditions at home) ; promise of eternal and temporal rewards; let nothing hinder you; God will be your leader.
DANA CARLETON MUNRO.
1 Antichrist is mentioned in the letter of Alexius. A priori it seems probable that the pope would have mentioned Antichrist. On the other hand, if such a mention had been made, it seems probable that more than one of the five versions would have preserved it.
2 The subjects concerning which there seems to be no doubt are printed without inclosures; those which the pope probably used are in parentheses; those which he may have used are in brackets; the other subjects are, of course, omitted. The order is determined by a comparison of the different versions. It is only hypothetical, and the purpose of this paper would not be affected by a change in order.
